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The right to travel is not absolute but rather is subject to reasonable regulation. 


Not all state action affecting interstate movement penalizes the right to travel! as individuals are protected only 
from those statutes, rules, and regulations that unreasonably burden or restrict the right to travel.” The right to 


3 as to time and place.* There is no right to travel for illicit purposes.> In 


travel is subject to reasonable regulation 
an emergency situation, the right to travel may be temporarily limited or suspended.° Burdens on a single mode 
of transportation do not implicate the right to interstate travel’ as an individual has no fundamental right to use 


any particular means of transportation.® 


The right to travel may be qualified by the state as a consequence of the commission of, and conviction for, a 


crime.” A person who has committed an offense punishable by imprisonment has only a qualified right to leave 
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the jurisdiction prior to arrest or conviction. ae probationer has no constitutional entitlement to travel, so that a 
state's enforcement of a policy that curtails the right of probationers to travel does not violate their constitutional 
rights, !! assuming that the restrictions are reasonably necessary to further a legitimate governmental interest, ! 


and not excessive. ! Similarly, parolees' right to travel is extinguished for the entire balance of their sentences. i 


The constitutional right to travel does not require that a person who travels to another jurisdiction be given benefits 
superior to those enjoyed by its other residents if the newcomer enjoyed those benefits in another place! and does 


not destroy the independent power of each state to enact statutes uniformly applicable to all of its residents. » 


The right to travel is not contravened when the State enacts and enforces reasonable regulations to promote 
safety. 17 The right to travel on public streets may be regulated as to time and manner of its exercise when deemed 


necessary to public safety, 18 


The freedom to travel abroad is a relative right that may be limited in certain situations!? and is subject 


to reasonable governmental regulation.”” This freedom is subordinate to national security and foreign policy 


considerations.” ! 
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